

http://www.iphc.washington.edu/halcom/contact.htm

Sampling and Analysis
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Commercial Catch Sampling
by

Morris F. Wade, Tracee Geernaert and William G. Clark

Abstract

This paper describes the 1999 commercial catch sampling program for halibut in Alaska,
British Columbia, Washington, Oregon and California. Commercial catch sampling involves col-
lecting otoliths, halibut lengths, logbook information and final ticket weights. All of the collected
data are used in stock assessment. Otoliths collected provide age composition. Lengths of sampled
halibut provide growth and mean weight. Mean weights are combined with ticket weights to esti-
mate catch in numbers. Copied logbook information provides catch per unit effort (CPUE) data
and fishing location for the landed weight. Finally, tags are collected to provide information on
migration and mortality.

Fishery Background

Individual Quota (IQ) systems were in place in Alaska and British Columbia, while Wash-
ington, Oregon and California, or Area 2A, remained an open access fishery for halibut fishing.
Further, the Area 2A commercial fishery was restricted to the waters south of Point Chehalis, Wash-
ington. Halibut fishing in northern Washington, or Area 2A-1, continued to be open only to treaty
Indian tribes.

Sampling Objectives

The primary objective in sampling landings of commercially caught halibut is to have hali-
but samples represent the total commercial halibut removals. To accomplish this, random sampling
techniques were followed and an equal proportion of the catch was sampled over the entire landing
period or season using prescribed sampling rates.

Other related objectives include copying fishing logs and their respective ticket weights for
as many halibut trips as possible throughout the entire season, and collecting tags.

Inherent in the sampling program is the positioning of field sampling staff in ports where
there is an opportunity to sample a majority of the catch by weight for each regulatory area. There-
fore, landing patterns are reviewed annually. Also as mentioned above, proportional sampling by
weight landed per port is also a goal of the sampling program. To reach this goal, days sampled per
port and in some cases sampling rate differences by port were employed. Finally, otolith targets
were established to optimize work effort and sample size. A target of 2,000 otoliths and halibut
lengths was set for Regulatory Areas 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B and combined 4C and 4D (plus or
minus 500). In Area 2A, the target was 1,000 otoliths and halibut lengths. The Area 2A target was
further subdivided to obtain a proportional number based on the treaty Indian and commercial
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catch limits. This resulted in a target of 650 otoliths/lengths for the treaty Indian fishery and 350
otoliths/lengths for the commercial fishery.

To meet sampling targets and to obtain an equal proportion of the catch, sampling rates are
calculated.

Sampling Rate Calculations

Sampling rate calculations for each regulatory area are shown in Tables 1 and 2. The actual
sampling rate were calculated by obtaining the average halibut weight for an area from Forsberg
(1999) and multiplying it by the otolith target for each respective area to obtain a sample size. This
sample size was divided by the available catch limit set by the IPHC to obtain the overall sampling
ratio. This sampling ratio was divided by the proportion of the catch expected to be landed in ports
with samplers in place to obtain a sampling ratio for sampled ports. This resultant ratio was then
divided by an estimate of landings that will actually be sampled to obtain the sampling rate for each
area rounded to the nearest 0.5% with 1% as a minimum rate.

Final sampling procedures were further refined to ensure otolith target objectives were not
exceeded and that otoliths collected by port were proportional to the weight of landings by port. As
a comparison to the estimates, the actual average halibut weight and the actual ratio landing in
sampled ports is included.

Alaskan IFQ

To meet Alaskan sampling objectives, the ports of Dutch Harbor, Homer, Kodiak, Seward,
Hoonah, Sitka, Petersburg and Bellingham were staffed. Also, St Paul was staffed during the Area
4C CDQ fishery. Halibut landings from Alaska unloaded in Prince Rupert were also sampled. A
sampling summary is presented in Table 3. Otolith/length samples for each Alaskan regulatory area
fell within an acceptable range except for Area 4B. More halibut than anticipated was landed in
Adak (western Area 4B), a new port in 1999, drawing anticipated landings away from Dutch Har-
bor. There were 1,061 otoliths collected from Area 4B as a result. The goal of having otoliths
collected in each port be proportional to landings by weight was acceptably met. IPHC samplers
copied 4,350 logs from Alaskan landings and collected 191 tags of which 38 were from the sport
charter catch and release program.

Canadian IVQ

IPHC samplers were in place in Prince Rupert, Port Hardy and Vancouver, where about
89% of the Area 2B catch was landed. About 28% of the coast-wide total poundage was sampled
for 1,658 otoliths and 1,298 logs were also collected. A total of 114 U.S. logs were obtained in
Bellingham and Prince Rupert by the local samplers. Data from tagged halibut were also collected.
There were 33 halibut tags redeemed from the ports, 17 of those were from the sport charter catch
and release program.
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Washington, Oregon and California

Fishing in Area 2A-1 was restricted to treaty Indian tribes in 1999. Treaty Indian managers
worked cooperatively with IPHC and sampled the Area 2A-1 catch but sampling objectives were
not met. In past years, the otolith target was exceeded in Area 2A-1. Given this, a more conserva-
tive sampling scheme was employed where the sampling rate was rounded down to 5% rather than
rounding up to 6% as calculated. The combination of more conservative sampling, new tribal
sampling managers and no sampling sent in by one tribe, led to 487 otoliths being collected versus
the target of 650 otoliths.

The Area 2A commercial fishery was restricted to waters south of Point Chehalis, in Wash-
ington. Sampling was conducted only in Newport, Oregon where sampling objectives were not
met. The Area 2A otolith objective is difficult to meet. From a budget and efficiency standpoint,
Newport is the only reasonable port to sample. Further, only the first fishing period was a good
candidate for sampling. There were 116 otoliths collected versus the target of 350 otoliths.
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Table 1.

Age distribution of commercial catch of Pacific halibut by regulatory area, 1999.

Area 2A Area 2B Area2C Area3A Area3B AreadA Area 4B Area4C Area4D
Areas

Combined

Age %of Catch %of Catch %of Catch %of Catch % of Catch % of Catch % of Catch %of Catch % of Catch % of Catch

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6 0.0 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2

7 0.3 14 17 0.2 04 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.7

8 34 36 35 1.0 15 0.2 0.9 0.9 0.7 19

9 12.1 7.6 6.7 31 3.2 16 24 29 4.0 4.7

10 16.3 9.9 10.1 5.4 47 5.8 37 8.1 10.5 7.8

11 226 18.2 17.6 11.3 11.9 17.3 10.0 328 21.3 16.4

12 28.2 20.6 20.6 16.9 18.8 411 16.0 379 36.2 236

13 9.9 9.1 9.2 10.0 10.9 10.0 14.1 7.0 9.7 9.9

14 24 7.6 6.9 10.6 9.6 5.0 4.4 29 55 7.3

15 14 5.9 5.8 10.4 9.7 4.0 7.1 26 45 6.8

16 0.7 39 49 9.4 7.4 35 6.3 0.7 20 54

17 0.9 20 29 6.3 4.3 25 37 0.5 12 33

18 0.3 2.8 2.7 5.6 38 18 5.6 0.7 0.8 32

19 0.7 16 2.6 36 4.4 14 34 05 13 26

20 0.3 12 13 2.4 2.7 20 39 12 12 19

21 0.2 13 0.8 15 2.0 12 4.3 0.3 0.7 13

22 0.0 0.8 0.5 1.0 2.0 13 2.0 0.0 0.4 1.0

23 0.2 0.9 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.3 2.2 0.5 0.0 0.7

24 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.2 20 0.0 0.4 0.4

25 0.2 01 0.2 01 0.5 0.0 15 0.0 0.0 0.3
26+ 0.0 0.6 0.8 0.4 0.6 0.3 5.8 0.3 0.3 0.8

Summary Table:
Area2A Area2B Area2C Area3A Area 3B AreadA Area4B Area4C Area 4D All Areas

Average Length cm) 97.1 100.4 106.0 102.5 105.7 108.0 111.7 114.0 101.4 104.6

Average Age (yrs) 113 12.6 12.8 141 14.2 129 157 12.0 12.3 133
Otoliths Collected 603 1563 2046 2347 1970 1484 1061 761 1071 12906
Otos Used in Stats* 588 1478 1834 2183 1693 973 588 583 750 10670

*partially processed otoliths are not used for these statistics.

NOTE: This age composition is based on samples processed and aged before Nov. 19
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Table 2. Mean age of Pacific halibut by regulatory area, 1990-1999.

Area 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
2A 10.5 109 107 108 11.4 10.5 9.6 103 106 11.3
2B 10.8 112 115 119 12.4 11.9 11.6 11.3 118 12.6
2C 12.2 126 127 133 131 12.8 12.2 121 123 12.8
3A 11.7 120 121 128 13.3 130 130 132 137 141
3B 12.0 119 121 126 12.4 124 129 128 135 14.2
4A 12.0 119 120 122 11.6 13.6 13.0 128 125 12.9
4B 15.6 133 138 145 138 14.6 140 147 142 15.7
4C 10.6 112 121 119 121 11.8 10.7 115 117 12.0
4D 11.7 121 124 126 13.8 12.9 134 121 127 12.3

All 11.6 11.9 12.1 12.5 12.7 12.6 12.3 12.5 12.6 13.3
Areas
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Figure 1. Occurrence of edge type expressed as percentage of otolith samples by month.
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Impacts of an Extension to the IPHC Commercial Fishing Season
Part I. Biological Issues

by

Bruce M. Leaman and William G. Clark

Introduction

Atthe 1999 International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC or Commission) Annual Meet-
ing, an industry proposal to extend the halibut season was submitted. While the Commission did
not change the existing March 15-November 15 commercial fishing season, it did request that the
Staff prepare a report on the feasibility and impacts of changes in the IPHC season. The Staff
considered extensions of several different increments, from one month to a full-year fishery. The
administrative, regulatory and enforcement issues concerning these potential extensions are pre-
sented in Part II of this Section. In this report, we examine some of the biological concerns and
impacts of fisheries outside of the present IPHC season, the magnitude of which would be deter-
mined by the timing and magnitude of the fishery prosecuted during that period. The primary
issues covered are the effects of season extension on interceptions among regulatory areas, the
IPHC assessment, reproduction and population dynamics, and bycatch and wastage.

Background

The Staff has examined some implications of changes in the timing of the fishery in previ-
ous reports (St-Pierre et al. 1993, Clark 1995). St-Pierre et al. examined the distribution of halibut
spawning habitat and the catch rates during the spawning season, for Area 2. If fish were equally
distributed on available spawning habitat, they concluded that about 61% of the combined 2B+2C
spawning biomass would be in Area 2C. When catch rates from IPHC survey fishing during the
spawning season were considered in conjunction with the relative areas of the grounds, the data
indicate that about 81% of the combined 2B+2C spawning biomass would be in Area 2C. Returns
of fish tagged on spawning grounds in Area 2C also supported northward movement of Area 2B
spawners, with 43% of recoveries coming from summer recaptures in Area 2B. Tagging within
subareas of Area 2C suggested that Area 2B spawners became less common on the spawning grounds
as tagging was conducted farther north in Area 2C.

Clark (1995) examined results of tagging studies in Areas 2 and 3 and concluded that about
40% of the catch in Area 2C during the spawning season would be from Area 2B. If the stocks in
the two areas were of roughly equal size, this result implies that about 66% of the 2B spawning
biomass would be in Area 2C during the spawning season. Spawning movements among fish
within Areas 3A and 3B were also evident but appeared to represent more bi-directional mixing
than simple one-way movement. Movements of 2B and 2C fish into the eastern portions of Area
3A were also evident but at much lower rates than movement from 2B into 2C. Tagging and
spawning surveys suggest that almost all of the fish from Area 2A would be in Area 2B or further
north during the spawning season.
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Clark (1995) found seasonal and areal differences in the distribution of migrating spawners.
Examination of recoveries by month showed that either 2B fish did not move into the more north-
erly portions of Area 2C, or that they moved out of the northern areas very rapidly following spawn-
ing. In contrast, spawners from Area 2A were still in Area 2B well into March and possibly longer.
Interpretation of movements later in the year is complicated by the apparent long-term movement
of 2A fish into 2B, as the fish become larger.

Our ability to understand movements of fish on more highly resolved temporal and spatial
scales is very limited. There are substantial differences in the timing and extent of marking of
halibut during the spawning season, as well as in the distribution of recovery effort and the report-
ing of recoveries among areas. This means that only general conclusions on distribution and move-
ment from tagging data are possible without extensive, and probably uncertain, weighting proce-
dures. Lastly, interannual variations in the timing and extent of spawner movements are highly
likely, as evidenced from seasonal patterns in catch rates. The present season opening date is a
compromise of commercial opportunity and protection for migrating fish.

Interceptions and Biomass Redistribution

Previous examinations of the issue of interceptions during winter fisheries have reached
similar conclusions and we have found no evidence to alter them. In short, the magnitude of the
impact of winter fishing on long-term distribution of biomass is jointly dependent on the magni-
tude and timing of the fishery and the distribution of migrating fish among areas. The distribution
of migrating fish is uncertain and can only be approximated from tagging data. To put the potential
effects of a winter fishery in perspective we present some numerical examples, based on assump-
tions about long-term average quotas and potential distribution of migrants. These examples are
not mutually exclusive in their effects and are included for illustration purposes only.

Effect of a winter fishery in Area 2C

Example 1. Assume that: the target exploitation rate is 0.2 and long-term quotas for Areas
2B and 2C were 10 million Ib each; approximately 40% of the winter catch in Area 2C would be of
2B fish; and that, at the extreme, all of the quotas were taken in the winter. The catch in each area
would be regulated to 10 million Ib but the actual removals by stock unit would be:

Area 2C: 6 million Ib = 10 million 1b 2C quota - 4 million Ib fish from 2B caught in 2C
Area 2B: 14 million 1b = 10 million Ib 2B quota + 4 million Ib fish from 2B caught in 2C

The resultant exploitation rates would be approximately 0.12 in Area 2C and 0.28 in Area
2B, or 2.3 times higher in Area 2B than in Area 2C. If allowed to persist, this difference would
result in substantial difference in distribution of biomass from Area 2B toward Area 2C. The
magnitude of these differences would be so large that overall population dynamics within Area 2
could be affected.

Example 2. Assumptions as in Example 1 except that only 15% of the annual quota were
made available during the winter. In this case the 1.5 million Ib taken in the winter 2C fishery
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would be composed of 0.6 million Ib from 2B and 0.9 million Ib from 2C. The total annual remov-
als by stock unit would be:

Area 2C: 9.4 million Ib = 10 million Ib 2C quota — 0.6 million 1b 2B fish caught in 2C
Area 2B: 10.6 million Ib = 10 million 1b 2B quota + 0.6 million 1b 2B fish caught in 2C

The resultant exploitation rates would be 0.188 in Area 2C and 0.212 in Area 2B, or about
a 10% difference. At equilibrium, there would be a shift of about 1.0 million 1b in available quota
from 2B to 2C.

Effect of a winter fishery in Area 2B

Example. 1f we assume, as in Example 2 above, that 15% of the quota were available during
the winter, that all of the 2A fish were spawning in Area 2B, and that the long-term quotas for the
areas were 10.0 and 0.5 million 1b (i.e., 2A being about 5% of the 2B biomass), then the annual
removals by stock unit resulting from such a fishery would be:

Area 2B: 9.925 million 1b = 10 million Ib quota — 0.075 million 1b from 2A caught in 2B
Area 2A: 0.575 million Ib = 0.500 million 1b quota + 0.075 million Ib caught in Area 2B

The resultant exploitation rates would be 0.1985 in Area 2B and 0.230 in Area 2A, a negli-
gible difference in Area 2B but a 15% increase in Area 2A. The long-term consequences of this
difference would be a shift in abundance from Area 2A to Area 2B equivalent to the difference in
exploitation rates.

Effects of winter fisheries on available yield

The foregoing examples illustrate that even modest fisheries during the period when spawning
fish are migrating will have significant effects on the exploitation rates by regulatory area. Our
current harvest policy is to achieve the same target exploitation rate for each stock unit. Intercept-
ing Area 2B fish in an Area 2C winter fishery would mean that the annual exploitation rate would
be lower than the target in Area 2C and higher than the target in Area 2B. If a winter fishery occurs,
one mechanism to achieve the target exploitation rates would be to increase the catch in Area 2C
and decrease the catch in Area 2B during the summer. The amount of the change in each area would
be equal to the amount of Area 2B fish caught in the winter Area 2C fishery. The net result will be
higher catches in Area 2C and lower catches in Area 2B than would be achieved in the absence of
a winter fishery.

If the catches in each regulatory area are not adjusted to achieve the same exploitation rates
then the long-term biomass distribution among regulatory areas will change. Under an equal ex-
ploitation rate harvest policy, the long-term biomass distribution between Areas 2B and 2C is ap-
proximately equal, perhaps slightly favouring Area 2B. Higher exploitation rates in Area 2B will
mean that the biomass in Area 2C will gradually and permanently increase over that in Area 2B.
Recommended yields will follow the same trend. Similar arguments would apply to interceptions
of Area 2A fish in Area 2B.
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Under either of these scenarios, long-term yields within Area 2 will change from those that
would occur in the absence of winter fishing. The shift would mean higher catches in Area 2C and
lower catches in Areas 2B and 2A.

Impacts on the IPHC Stock Assessment

The impact of an extended season on the IPHC assessment is relatively minor, with one
possible exception. Depending on the timing of the fishery, the timeliness of the data used in the
assessment would vary. If the fishery were to occur during a substantial portion of the year, then it
is probable that the data used in an assessment for a given year would be that from the most recent
and complete calendar year. This could mean that current year data would not be included in an
assessment for the following fishing year, as it is presently. This is not considered to be a major
impediment because of the multiple age groups and the duration of year-classes in the exploitable
stock, as well as the small proportion of exploitable biomass contributed by annual recruitment.
However, harvest policy may need to be more conservative to account for the time delay between
fishing and observation of its effects on the stock.

It is therefore practical to assess and manage the stock to target yield levels with an ex-
tended season, although the actual assessment units might differ from present. For example, a unit
Area 2 assessment might be the most practical approach, with yield partitioning based on estimated
survey biomass distribution, because of the difficulty of assigning stock- and area-specific fishing
mortalities with acceptable accuracy. However, this partitioning would require an explicit state-
ment of the boundaries within Area 2, for the actual allocation of the quota by country, since the
Commission’s historical division of survey stations does not conform to a boundary claimed by
either country. The productivity and yield from this aggregate unit would be the same as the aggre-
gated values from the present units.

Impacts on Reproductive Success, Bycatch, and Wastage

The implications of fishing on winter aggregations to reproductive success and population
dynamics are not regarded as significant. Halibut harvest strategy is based on reproductive biom-
ass and the removal of this biomass in July or February is equivalent in terms of the harvest strat-
egy. The impact of a winter fishery on spawning success is also considered to be non-significant
because longline gear is passive and probably would not disturb spawning aggregations. Fish
would have to choose to leave spawning aggregations to feed, whether on bait or natural food
sources.

The effect of a winter fishery on bycatch and wastage is more difficult to assess and may be
both positive and negative. Positive effects on bycatch may be associated with less discard of
halibut in Pacific cod or Alaska-managed sablefish fisheries, if halibut can be retained under 1Q
fishing during this period. Negative effects on wastage may occur if more gear is lost during winter
fishing, or if the fishery in areas such as 2B or 2A concentrates on aggregations in which there are
a larger proportion of sub-legals due to seasonal absence of legal-sized fish. Lastly, some decrease
in wastage may occur because fishing on spawning aggregations may encounter fewer juveniles
and the subsequent summer fisheries will be smaller in magnitude, also reducing encounters with
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juveniles. In aggregate, the effect of winter fishing on bycatch and wastage will probably be minor
but only direct experience will establish the values.

Summary

There has been a winter closure for halibut since the inception of the Commission, although
the rationale for the closure has changed from one of fishing effort control, to one of protection for
spawning and migrating stocks. Several examinations of the implications of fishing during the
winter have been conducted and all have concluded that significant seasonal spawning migration
of fish among regulatory areas occurs, particularly within Area 2. The initiation of any fishery
during the period of these movements will result in interceptions of fish from regulatory areas other
than that in which fishing occurs. The magnitude of the interceptions will depend on both the
magnitude and timing of the fishery, as well as the exact distribution of the migrants. Even a minor
fishery (10-15% of annual quotas) outside of the present commercial season will result in intercep-
tions and a shift in biomass distribution. The impact on long-term biomass distribution will be in
approximate proportion to the difference in exploitation rates among areas that result from the
fishery. Fisheries conducted closer to the peak of spawning incur greater probabilities of intercep-
tions.

The impact of a winter fishery on the IPHC stock assessment, bycatch and wastage in the
fishery is considered to be relatively minor.
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Impacts of an Extension to the IPHC Commercial Fishing Season
Part II: Report from the Interagency Work Group Meeting on the
Implications of Extending the Halibut Season

by

Heather L. Gilroy and Lauri L. Sadorus

Introduction

At the 1999 Annual Meeting, the International Pacific Halibut Commission was asked to
extend the halibut season for the quota share (QS) fisheries. The halibut season did not change in
1999. However, staff was asked to review the possibility of lengthening the halibut season in the
future. An interagency work group was formed to review issues associated with a halibut season
extension such as administrative, logistics, enforcement, data, and fishery interactions.

The work group meeting was held in Seattle on July 21, 1999. The participants who at-
tended were: Diana Trager (DFO), Jessie Gharrett (RAM), Tracy Buck (RAM), LCDR Greg Busch
(USCG), Jane DiCosimo (NPFMC), Jonathan Pollard (NOAA GC), John Kingeter (NMFS-Enf),
Yvonne de Reynier (NMFS), Stuart Ellis (NWIFC), Steve Joner (Makah Senior Biologist), Heather
Gilroy (IPHC), Lauri Sadorus (IPHC), Rebecca Best (IPHC), and Bruce Leaman (IPHC). The fol-
lowing individuals took part in all or part of the discussion by conference call: Earl Krygier (ADF&G),
Kevin Dufty (ADF&G), Gail Smith (ADF&G), Phil Smith (RAM), Greg Clapp (AMR), John Lepore
(NMFS), Mike Sigler (NMFS), Karen Wells (CFEC), and Kim Rivera (NMFS).

This report provides a summary of the discussion during the meeting. Reports or written
comments provided by different agencies, which were distributed prior to or after the meeting, are
available upon requested from the IPHC office in Seattle. The sablefish season was also discussed,
as the sablefish season is currently linked to the halibut season.

The IPHC staff reviewed the biological concerns separately from this meeting (Part I). Briefly,
the IPHC staff recommendation for a “winter fishery™ is that the winter fishery would have to be
“small” to avoid long-term changes in the distribution of biomass. The acceptable amount to be
harvested in the winter has yet to be defined, but for discussion purposes we assumed it would be
£15% of the catch limits by regulatory area. This amount was assumed as the maximum when
discussing any season extension over one month from the current season.

General Information

The following has been provided for background information. The Annual Meeting has
historically been the last week of January. The 2000 Annual Meeting has been scheduled two weeks
earlier so that the [IPHC Commissioners could approve a halibut season starting date of March 1 for
the 2000 season, if they so desired.

Current halibut season in AK and BC: March 15 to Nov. 15 (8 month fishing season)

IPHC Interim Meeting: September 28, 1999

2000 Annual Meeting: January 10-13, 2%00
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Season Options That Were Considered

The season opening and closing dates could vary. However, the work group discussions
focused on a season that would expand symmetrically from the present dates.

Option 1: 1-month extension (9 month fishing season)

Option 2: 2-month extension (10 month fishing season)

Option 3: 3-month extension (11 month fishing season)

Option 4: 4-month extension (No closure, 12-month fishing season)

Work Group Meeting Discussion
The following summarizes by topic the discussion that took place.
Administrative and Logistic Issues
Changes to the IPHC assessment cycle

A cycle similar to what is currently used would be in effect if the halibut season were
extended one month; that is, the stock assessment on current year data, the Annual Meeting in the
closed season, and approximately 1.5 months between the Annual Meeting and the start of the
fishery. If the halibut season were extended by more than one month, the annual cycle would need
to change but it could be done. The stock assessment would probably be based on previous year’s
data and the meetings (Interim and Annual) could be at any time of year, but at least 1.5 months
prior to the start of the fishery.

North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) meetings

The NPFMC discusses IFQ issues every other year and could accommodate a longer season
in their meeting cycle as IFQ issues are voted on in April for implementation the following year.

Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) meetings

The PFMC could accommodate a longer halibut season. The Annual Catch Sharing Plan
could be discussed at the June and September meeting instead of the meetings later in the year.

WA treaty Indian fishery season

The treaty Indian fishery managers are concerned that it would be difficult to manage a
winter fishery of 15% of the catch limit, as restrictions (fishing period limits, short season) would
be necessary. It might be logistically easier to manage a small winter tribal fishery in Area 2A-1,
without restrictions, if it was limited to 15% of the Area 2A catch limit. This would only be possible
if the IPHC had no biological concerns and the PFMC wanted to allocate this amount to the treaty
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tribes. Although this is not an administrative issue, it was mentioned that some tribes have concerns
about the availability of halibut in their fishing areas before March 15.

Quota Share (QS) issuance

The halibut (and sablefish) fishing season in Alaska could be extended by one month with-
out significant changes to the operations or procedures of the QS program. The season could actu-
ally be extended from March 1 to December 15 without a procedural problem. Beyond the 45-day
extension, serious administrative and logistical problems occur. Fishing after December 15 and in
January and February would mean that the IFQ program would have to be seriously modified and
this would take from 1 to 2 years. Issues that would have to be resolved or IFQ regulations that
would need to be changed, to name a few, include the underage/overage program, changes to the
timing of QS calculations and issuance, and maintenance of the ATMs and computer software.
Under the current procedures, RAM needs 1.5 months for the fishery to be closed to be able to
manage the existing program. This does not take into account the issue of a winter fishery being a
“small” fishery.

Decisions on how a small fishery would be managed were briefly discussed. Options in-
cluded issuing 15% of the QS to persons or issuing the entire QS amount but closing the area when
15% of the catch limit was taken. From a logistics point of view it would be easier for RAM to
issue QS once. However, there are several problems with issuing all the QS at once, and closing the
fishery at 15% of the catch limit. Enforcement would be a concern due to the increased cost of two
closures and the underage/overage program becomes a problem. From past experience, it is antici-
pated that if a person exceeded the winter QS amount and was taken to court, a judge would not
deem the overage important, as the fishery was going to reopen that same year.

Also discussed, was the timing of the fishery relative to the calendar year. Ideally, the winter
fishery could open in November and continue through to March when the overall fishery would
open. This season would be impossible to track using the current database as landings and fishing
occurs in the same year. Changes to the QS database would have to occur, taking several months of
reprogramming. This season would also be problematic for issuance of NMFS logbooks, CFEC
cards, and the publishing of NMFS regulations.

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Canada (DFO) can accommodate all of the ex-
tended seasons discussed. DFO can accommodate a one-month extension to the season in the year
2000. For further extensions beyond one month, DFO would need to be informed one Annual
Meeting prior to the year in which the season were to be extended. DFO can accommodate the
longer seasons because they have the ability to restrict certain actions by condition of license. For
example, restrictions such as requiring landings within a certain time period from the end of the
season and requiring fishers to pick-up the QS licenses from a DFO office prior to fishing can assist
in QS management. DFO also has the ability to issue QS licenses anytime for the follow year after
a fisher determines he is finished fishing for the current year. This would allow the current under-
age/overage program to continue even during a 12-month fishing season.

Printing and issuing NMFS IFQ, DFO-IPHC, and IPHC logbooks

Currently NMFS logbooks are used for only one year as regulations change yearly causing
the format to change every year. In 1999, the logbooks were available for fisheries starting January
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1.
DFO logbooks could be available if the halibut season were extended. New logbooks are
not produced every year.

IPHC logbooks are available at anytime and can be used for multiple years.
Issuing annual Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) permit cards

The CFEC cards are available in November, therefore, the cards could be available if the
halibut fishery were extended.

Publishing of regulations

The minimum amount of time that is necessary for the halibut regulations to be published is
1.5 months. Therefore, the Annual Meeting needs to be 1.5 months prior to the start of the fishery.

Fisheries interaction
Sablefish season dates for the IFQ fishery

In Alaska, sablefish season dates are currently linked to halibut season dates. The NMFS
Regional Director has the authority to change the sablefish dates to match those of halibut, and a
one-month extension could be exercised under the current structure.

A season extension longer than one month may need to be analyzed by the NPFMC and
could require an FMP amendment. IPHC regulations for halibut can be implemented within 1.5
months. The NPFMC schedule is such that IFQ issues are discussed every other year; proposals
reviewed by the NPFMC in December, final action taken in June, and implemented for the follow-
ing season. Therefore, it is likely that anything greater than a 9-month season for sablefish may take
up to two years to implement from the time it is proposed. The NPFMC could also prioritize such
an action as high and action may be taken quickly.

Since the two fisheries are tied together because of bycatch concerns, NPFMC staff sug-
gested a possible solution of allowing sablefish in a “bycatch only (with QS)” capacity during a
winter halibut fishery. However, identification of a target QS fishery may be problematic. This
would not require an FMP amendment.

Area 2A tribes currently have an agreement to close sablefish fishing from March 10-15.
Tribal biologists are concerned about any halibut season extension that includes those dates. There
is also an intertribal allocation case which depending on its outcome and progress could complicate
a fishery with an earlier opening date for the tribes, but no specifics were discussed.

DFO staff sees no problem in extending the halibut season in relation to the sablefish sea-
son. Currently the sablefish season is open from January 1, 1999 to July 31, 2000. However, there
is a closure of hook-and-line fishing for all species from March 12 to March 15 to maintain a fair
start in the halibut fishery. The fishing closure dates would have to be changed if the halibut open-
ing dates changed.
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Halibut bycatch in the sablefish fishery and sablefish bycatch in halibut fishery

The two fisheries are currently linked together for bycatch reasons. A season extension
would not change that relationship except as discussed in the previous item. Initially, NMFS staff
was concerned about the interception of sablefish spawning stock in a winter fishery and what
impact that would have on the stock as a whole. However, the stock assessment scientists have
determined that the timing of the fishery made little difference on the spawning biomass per recruit.

NMFS would have to review the allocation of sablefish retention to the Community Devel-
opment Quota groups if both halibut and sablefish seasons were extended.

Groundfish stocks: Bycatch and allocation of Pacific Cod
The relationship of a winter halibut fishery in relation to Pacific cod was not discussed.
Bycatch of rockfish

Rockfish bycatch was considered by the committee for the demersal shelf rockfish (DSR)
fishery in SE Alaska and British Columbia only. Other rockfish bycatch issues were not discussed.
ADF&G staff were concerned about a season extension because the DSR season is set specifically
to take place during the halibut closed season to maximize catch. The halibut fishery already takes
a portion of the DSR allowable catch as bycatch during the eight month season and ADF&G was
concerned that this take would increase if the season were extended. A further concern was whether
the recent increase in rockfish value could lead to halibut fishers targeting on rockfish as bycatch.
Most DSR fishers do not possess quota share and depend greatly on the income from this fishery.
ADF&G suggested that a possible solution might be to close state waters to winter halibut fishing.
Coast Guard enforcement rejected the idea as being unenforceable.

It was pointed out by the group that the same amount of halibut would be caught in a longer
season as in a shorter one and that the overall bycatch amount of rockfish probably would not be
greatly affected. The IPHC noted that halibut tend to be deeper in the winter and are likely not
occupying the same grounds as the DSR at that time. A follow-up memo from the NPFMC staff on
DSR biology (attached) reinforces the point.

DFO staff perceived no problem with an extended season in relation to rockfish in Canada.
In fact, overall rockfish bycatch might be decreased if winter fishing were allowed. Since halibut
and rockfish probably do not occupy the same grounds in the winter, halibut caught in the winter
would tend to have a lower bycatch rate. Those halibut taken in the winter would then not be
available for harvest in the summer months when the bycatch rate is higher.

Gear interaction with seabirds

The initial view by NMFS is that there would be little to no adverse effect on Short-tail
albatross (STALB) with an extended season, and there could be reduced rates of interactions with
STALB in the summer months. However, NMFS staff would have to consult with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service regarding the implications of a longer halibut season. The current agreement on
the number of STALB that can be taken in the halibut fishery is for the years 1998 and 1999.
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Therefore, discussions on the issue could occur when the Endangered Species Act section 7 con-
sultation is reinitiated for the Pacific halibut fishery off Alaska that occurs after 1999.

Additional Coverage of Enforcement and Longer Data Collection Season
NMEFS Enforcement

NMFS Enforcement would monitor the same amount of landings or possibly monitor more
landings if there were less landings or offloads occurring at the same time within a port. The en-
forcement program would be structured the same, but would be spread out over a longer time
period. The additional cost would be $9,000 per month for data clerks.

Enforcement problems could arise in a limited fishery with split quota shares. It might be
difficult to convince courts to penalize overages in one season, if more quota were to be available in
a subsequent season during the same year. However, if the winter fishery were structured as an
open fishery with a catch limit, there would need to be an evaluation of the problems that could
occur with a derby fishery.

United States Coast Guard (USCG)

The USCG would be able to provide an incremental increase in the total amount of patrol
effort dedicated to IFQ. The enforcement program would continue to focus on at-sea boardings,
along with a shoreside component. Safety concerns are discussed below.

Archipelago Marine Research (AMR)

AMR has no concerns with a longer season as they are already covering fisheries that are
full-year fisheries. The fishers would pay for the additional cost of monitoring the fishery.

DFO Enforcement

There would be an incremental cost for enforcement during a longer halibut season. How-
ever, the fishers pay for the enforcement of the QS fisheries so if they wanted a longer season they
would be paying the increased cost.

IPHC samplers

With a one-month extension to the halibut season the sampling program would be extended
for the month at a cost of approximately $25,000 to 30,000. If the halibut season were extended
beyond one month, the winter sampling program would probably be different than the summer
program with possibly fewer ports staffed and the samplers would probably be on an hourly wage
instead of on salary.

Observer availability for sablefish fishery (if sablefish season changes)
The observer program supervisor did not see a problem with an extended season.
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Other Concerns
Pace of the Fishery

IPHC staft have a concern that, if the fishery were structured as an open fishery to a quota,
then we would create a derby fishery as vessels rushed to catch the available quota. There are
significant demonstrated problems with derby fisheries that would need to be evaluated when de-
ciding on a framework for fishing any potential quota available outside of the current season and
IQ framework.

Flesh quality of halibut and sablefish

There were no quality control problems during the IPHC research trips that were conducted
in the winter of 1999. Chalkiness of halibut is currently being investigated by the IPHC and the
results are not available yet.

Soft-texture flesh in sablefish appears to be more related to depth than spawning.

Safety

The USCG is concerned with any extending of the halibut season and is opposed to extend-
ing the fishery into the months of December through February due to safety concerns. December
through February are typically the most dangerous months, with higher numbers of fatalities and
vessel losses due to sinkings caused by heavy weather and icing. The search and rescue threat may
also increase as vessels pursue halibut further off shore in typically worse weather in hopes of
receiving a higher price as is typical at the beginning of the season.

The Area 2A-1 treaty Indian managers would have concerns about safety during a winter
fishery.

Conclusions

A one-month extension to the halibut season, and possibly to the sablefish season, could
occur without administrative and logistic problems. Other issues of concern when discussing any
change to the halibut season are safety, bycatch of non-target species, and cost. Any winter fishing
could cause safety concerns especially if the fishery occurs further offshore. In Alaska, bycatch of
sablefish is a concern if the fishery is not concurrent with the halibut fishery. Currently, the directed
DSR fishery occurs during the time when the halibut season is closed and the catch limit is calcu-
lated after the bycatch is determined. Lengthening the halibut season could cause problems for
setting the DSR season in SE Alaska. As a separate issue, it was suggested that an interagency work
group address the overall issue of bycatch in the IFQ fisheries in Alaska.

The IPHC staff recommendation for a winter fishery beyond a one-month extension would
include a limit for this fishery (£15% of the catch limit by regulatory area was used for discussion
purposes). Enforcement problems could arise in a limited fishery with split quota shares, as it
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would be difficult to penalize overages. However, if the winter fishery were structured as an open
fishery with a catch limit, there could be problems if a derby fishery occurred.

It would take 1 to 2 years to change the IFQ program in Alaska to extend the halibut season
beyond one month from the current season. Many modifications and regulation changes would
have to occur to the IFQ program. Significant logistical and administrative problems occur when
discussing a 12-month IFQ fishery. With a year’s notice, DFO can accommodate all seasons dis-
cussed. Restrictions would be necessary for the tribal managers to implement a small winter fishery
in Area 2A. With any change, the IPHC Annual Meeting would have to occur 1.5 months prior to
the opening of the fishery.
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New Estimates of the Sport Catch of Pacific Halibut in Canada
based on the DFO Survey of Recreational Fishing in Canada

by

Gregg H. Williams and Calvin L. Blood

Summary

A Tidal Diary Program (TDP) used by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) to
estimate the sport catch of Pacific halibut in B.C. waters was discontinued in 1993. Replacement
methodology and new estimates have not been available from DFO, so the International Pacific
Halibut Commission (IPHC) has been using an average of the estimates for the final five years
(1988-1992) from the TDP, i.e., 657,000 pounds. Halibut sport fishery catch estimates from the
DFO National Recreational Fishing Survey are 60,935 fish in 1990 and 97,771 fish in 1995. Using
average weight data from adjacent regions, we estimate the 1990 and 1995 sport catch to be 0.98
and 1.58 million pounds, respectively. These estimates better reflect the likely growth and expan-
sion of the fishery that has taken place since 1993, than the five-year average from the TDP. How-
ever, because the National Survey estimates are not corrected for nonresponse, it is likely that the
Survey is overestimating the true sport harvest. Nevertheless, we recommend that [IPHC use the
National Survey results in management and assessment until a comprehensive scientific approach
to estimating the sport catch of halibut is implemented by DFO.

Introduction

From 1981-1992, the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) used estimates of
the catch of sport-caught Pacific halibut from waters off British Columbia, Canada (IPHC Area 2B)
derived from a postal survey (the Tidal Diary Program, or TDP) conducted by the Pacific Region of
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO). Since the termination of the TDP in 1993, DFO
and IPHC biologists have had numerous discussions about an alternate source of estimates of the
sport harvest, but a mutually acceptable solution has not been identified. In the interim, IPHC has
been using a five-year average from the TDP (Trumble et al. 1995).

One alternative survey is the National Postal Survey conducted by DFO every five years for
all recreational fisheries. This quinquennial survey provides catch estimates for freshwater and
marine sport fisheries, including halibut. Although the survey was initiated in 1975, halibut was
added in 1985 and we have estimates for 1990 and 1995 only at this time. The purpose of this paper
is to review the National Survey, examine the accuracy of the halibut catch estimates, and, if appro-
priate, provide recommendations for future use of the National Survey estimates in halibut man-
agement.
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Description of the National Survey and its Reliability

The National Survey, officially called the Survey of Recreational Fishing in Canada, was
conducted by the Statistical Services unit of DFO in cooperation with provincial and territorial
governments (EPAD 1997). The survey consisted of a questionnaire mailed by local DFO officials
to anglers selected from the license base, stratified by residency. Nonresidents were defined as
visitors from other Canadian provinces and other countries. Sample sizes for the 1995 survey were
determined from information obtained from the 1990 survey, the 1990 survey from the 1985 sur-
vey, etc. For B.C., individual surveys were done for freshwater and marine, or tidal, fisheries. Local
officials distributed and collected the completed questionnaires, and forwarded the responses to
DFO in Ottawa for processing and analysis.

In general, mail surveys, such as the TDP and the National Survey, are subject to errors and
certain biases, due to the lack of control over the responses. For example, respondents may ad-
versely react to specific wording, resulting in a lack of response out of fear of more fishing restric-
tions (Brickley 1999) or in protest to perceived management actions. Other problems include spe-
cies misidentification, incorrect area assignment, improper catch reporting (outside the bounds of
acceptable catch amounts). For the National Survey, DFO staff verify that the responses are reason-
able and sensible for each area surveyed. DFO reports the results of the National Survey with some
measure of the statistical reliability of the results.

The issue of nonresponse bias in mail surveys is a serious one as it can have a potentially
large effect on the results. Estimation of the nonresponse bias usually requires telephone or face-to-
face contact. However, nonresponse bias can be reduced by using follow-up mailings, telephone
surveys, and response incentives (Pollock et al. 1994). While the National Survey does consist of 1-
2 follow-up mailings and a reminder card to reduce the nonresponse, the resulting estimates are not
corrected for nonresponse. Thus, it is likely that the National Survey is overestimating the actual
sport harvest, but the amount of overestimation is unknown.

Corroboration of the National Survey halibut sport catch estimates has not been done within
the last 10 years due to a lack of another independent data collection method. Brickley (ibid.)
mentioned validation work done in the early 1980s, but the data source is no longer available. The
most recent comparisons for other species, from 1995, show extremely close agreement of the
National survey and creel estimates of salmon fisheries in Quebec, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick,
and recreational cod fisheries in Newfoundland.

Catch Estimates from the National Survey

Results of the 1990 and 1995 surveys were obtained from the DFO Statistical Services,
Recreational Fisheries Survey web site (see References) and EPAD (1997), respectively. These
data are shown in Table 1 for 1988-1995, along with data from the TDP for comparison. Also
shown are the annual estimates of catch produced by IPHC which were based on the TDP (Blood
1999).

For 1990, the TDP had a coefficient of variation (C.V.) of about 11% (Clark, pers. comm.);
EDAP (1997) reported a C.V. of 5% for the B.C. tidal component of the National Survey. Brickley
(DFO, pers. comm.) noted a C.V. of 8.3% for the 1995 estimate for halibut. The difference between
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the TDP and National Survey estimates of halibut is well within the range that would be expected
from such surveys (Clark, pers. comm.).

To convert the catch estimates in numbers of fish to weight requires data on the size of fish
caught in the fishery. Unfortunately, there are no large-scale creel sampling programs conducted in
B.C. to provide such data on halibut. We employed a method where the B.C. catch was divided into
northern and southern components, and average weight estimates from geographically adjacent
sport fisheries were applied to the number of fish caught in each component of the B.C. sport
fishery.

The most recent information on the distribution of the sport harvest is available from the
TDP. Data collected during 1987-1992 indicated that 36 percent of the catch came from the north-
ern fishery (DFO Areas 1-11) and 64 percent from the southern fishery (Areas 12-27) (Trumble et
al. 1995).

The best information on size of fish from areas adjacent to B.C. (Figure 1) comes from two
principle sources. For northern B.C., we used data collected by the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (ADF&G) in an annual creel survey program of the Ketchikan sport halibut fishery. For
southern component, we used data from the Neah Bay, Washington sport fishery collected by the
Washington Department of Fisheries and Wildlife (WDF&W). Although sport catches from B.C.
waters have been landed in Neah Bay in recent years, samples collected prior to 1996 represented
only the U.S.—origin fish.

The results of our calculations, shown in Table 2, indicate a sport harvest 0.98 million
pounds in 1990 and 1.58 million pounds in 1995. For comparison, the 1990 estimate from the TDP
was 0.76 million pounds.

Discussion

The estimation of sport fishery harvests has traditionally been a difficult exercise for state
and provincial management agencies. Typical methods used include angler tags (“punch cards™),
mail and telephone surveys, voluntary catch reporting, and charter vessel logbooks to estimate the
catch, as well as creel sampling to collect information on the size of fish caught. In the case of the
B.C. sport fishery, several of these have been used on varying scales, but DFO has lacked a compre-
hensive scientific approach for all B.C. waters (Trumble et al. 1995).

The National Survey, although aimed at all recreational fishing across Canada, is a statisti-
cally-based survey where the targeted response group is stratified by geographic area and residency
to reduce variability. However, it is still vulnerable to the usual problems regarding assumptions of
responses associated with mail surveys as mentioned earlier. For example, Brickley (DFO, pers.
comm.) noted a drop in response rate from 1990 (65 percent) to 1995 (51 percent) due to anglers’
dissatisfaction with departmental decisions on the 1996 chinook salmon fishery. Nonetheless, the
relatively low C.V.s associated with the survey lend credibility to the results.

The estimates for 1990 and 1995 we have calculated in this paper are based on assumptions
of (1) no change in the distribution of the catch between the northern and southern components of
the fishery, and (2) size of halibut caught in the B.C. fishery is adequately represented by data from
adjacent areas. We have no information to indicate whether any shift between northern and south-
ern B.C. may be occurring in the fishery catches, but such a shift could be influenced by availability
of other sport fishing opportunities (e.g., salmon), increases in the number of floating lodges and
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outlying camps, and increased recognition of halibut as a trophy sport fish. It should be noted that
the average weight data we obtained suggests that sport-caught halibut are larger in the more north-
ern areas. If effort shifts to that area, i.e., the portion of the catch increases from 36%, then the
overall catch of halibut may be higher than what we have estimated. Only a comprehensive sam-
pling program will provide the necessary information to monitor such changes.

The assumption of a static sport fishery in B.C since 1993 is probably not reasonable when
we look at adjacent areas (Figure 2). The fishery in southeast Alaska (Area 2C), where annual
harvests of halibut are not limited, has increased since the late 1980s. In contrast, the fishery off the
U.S. west coast has remained fairly stable since 1988, largely as a result of annual restrictions to the
sport catch necessitated by allocation plans of the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC).
Of interest is that the fishery in Area 2C is managed in the same manner as the B.C. fishery, with
daily bag and possession limits, a long season, no size limit, and no annual catch limit. It is reason-
able to assume that the B.C. fishery has experienced some growth and expansion, although the
amount is difficult to ascertain.

Declines in salmon fishing opportunities are usually cited as one reason for increased inter-
est in halibut (Blood 1999). Data presented by Hare et al. (1999) show that the recreational catch of
chinook and coho salmon off B.C. has declined in recent years (Figure 3). Recreational catches
averaged 0.93 million fish during 1984-1993, but have averaged 0.37 million fish since. The catches
in 1995 and 1996 of about 0.3 million fish annually are the lowest on record since the 1970s.
Salmon fishing seasons have probably also declined with the reduced harvests.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The estimates of the sport catch of halibut off B.C. contained in the National Survey pro-
vide an alternative to estimates formerly used by IPHC. Although not conducted annually, we be-
lieve the National Survey estimates are an improvement over the practice of carrying forward an
average of 1988-1992 from the TDP, which ignores likely growth in the fishery. We believe the B.C
fishery has not remained static, given the declines in salmon fishing and increased interest in hali-
but by sport anglers. Lastly, the low variability of the National Survey, while not implying accu-
racy, does suggest that survey is providing statistically reliable estimates of removals in the B.C.
sport halibut fishery.

In the absence of a comprehensive approach and revised estimates from the Pacific Region
of the DFO, we recommend that IPHC use the 1995 estimate of 1.58 million pounds for manage-
ment and assessment purposes. How this estimate might be scaled over the years until the next
quinquennial survey is an additional topic for investigation.
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Table 1.

Tidal Diary" Est. Catch® National Survey”

Y ear (No. of fish) (Millions of 1bs.) (No. of fish)
1988 33,600 0.504 -

1989 42,300 0.635 -

1990 50,800 0.762 60,935
1991 38,900 0.584 -

1992 38,600 0.580 -

1993 - - -

1994 - - -

1995 - - 97,771

'From Clark and Bijsterveld (1994) for 1998-1991; Clark (IPHC, pers. comm.) for 1992.
’From Blood (1999).
*From DFO web site (1990) and EPAD (1997).

Table 2.

Est. Southern  Avg. Wt.! | Est. Northern  Avg. Wit Estimated

National B.C.Catchat From Neah | B.C. Catch at From Sport Catch

Survey 64% of total Bay Sport 36% of total Ketchikan (millions of
Year| (no. of fish) (no. of fish) Fishery (no. of fish) Sport Fishery pounds’)
1990 60,935 38,998 13.0 21,937 21.7 0.983
1991 - - 13.3 - 21.7 -
1992 - - 16.2 - 20.6 -
1993 - - 20.0 - 18.3 -
1994 - - 231 - 16.3 -
1995 97,771 62,573 17.3 35,198 14.2 1.582
1996 - - 14.3 - 20.5 -
1997 - - 14.8 - 22.1 -

'net weight is head-off and eviscerated.
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Figure 1. Marine waters off British Columbia, Canada. Also shown is Ketchikan, Alaska

and Neah Bay, Washington.
101

IPHC REPORT OF ASSESSMENT AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES 1999



2,500

5 5 5
3 3 3

Estimated Sport Catch (thousands of pounds, net wt
a
3

Figure 2.

N\
- N
/’/ N\ Area2C
/ A
— N o
Vawmm \ /7
/ N\ /
N/
/
vé
ya
7
/
/ / \ Area 2B
| ]
N . .
AN - Area2A -
m- ~.  E---m. . H---m"
... m- m -
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Year

Estimated sport catch of halibut during 1987-1997 in IPHC Area 2A (Oregon,
Washington, California), Area 2B (British Columbia), and Area 2C (southeast
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Seabird Observations and Bycatch Reported by Fishermen to IPHC
Samplers in Alaskan and Canadian Ports in 1999

by

Robert J. Trumble and Tracee Geernaert

Introduction

The endangered status of the short-tailed albatross (Phoebastria albatrus) has prompted
international action to reduce threats to the survival of the species. Seabird bycatch in general has
raised concerns for longline fisheries in waters of the northeast Pacific Ocean. The U.S. National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) implemented regulations for Alaskan waters requiring bird avoid-
ance devices for vessels 26 feet or longer in the longline fishery for groundfish (May 29, 1997) and
for Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis) (April 6, 1998). In March 1998, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) and the NMFS completed a consultation on the effects of the Pacific hali-
but fishery on short-tailed albatross, as required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
Among other things, the Section 7 Consultation required that NMFS must include reporting and
monitoring requirements that assure adequate action agency oversight of any incidental take. No
on-board observer program occurs for the halibut fishery, so monitoring cannot take place in the
traditional way. No bird avoidance regulations apply to Canadian fishermen.

At a request from NMFS and FWS, the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC)
staff agreed to monitor sightings of short-tailed albatross and incidental catch of seabirds by Pacific
halibut fishermen during 1998, and continued the program in 1999. IPHC port samplers inter-
viewed fishermen for information on seabirds. Halibut fishermen were requested to maintain records
of sightings and incidental catch in their logbooks to help ensure completeness and accuracy. The
commercial halibut fishery in Alaska and Canada extends from March 15 through November 15
each year.

The FWS used NMFS observer data to calculate average seabird bycatch for 1993-1996
from the groundfish fisheries (not including halibut or sablefish) (Stehn USFWS, unpub.). FWS
estimated seabird bycatch rates in the range of 59-87 seabirds caught per million hooks. In the
absence of an observer program for the halibut fishery, information gathered by the IPHC port
samplers would be the best available information. The FWS also requested that fishermen record
behavior, identifying characteristics, and any other information when they see short-tailed alba-
tross. The IPHC port samplers provided a telephone number, FAX number, or self-addressed, stamped
envelopes from FWS to any fisherman who wanted to provide additional information on short-
tailed albatross to FWS.

Methods

The IPHC staff constructed a seabird observation form so that all port samplers could ob-
tain the information in a consistent manner. [IPHC port samplers interviewed captains of vessels
landing halibut, including vessels that fished primarily for sablefish (4naplopoma fimbria). IPHC
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port samplers asked for the following information: catch and date of short-tailed albatross by IPHC
area; sightings of short-tailed albatross, including date and location; and number and dates of other
bird by major groups (albatrosses, fulmars, shearwaters, and others) caught in the IPHC areas.

While the primary focus was on Alaskan waters, port samplers in Canadian ports also in-
quired about short-tailed albatross and other seabirds. To increase awareness of the project, the
IPHC staff sent out a news release and talked to various members of the media. All fishermen
licensed for longline fishing in Alaska and British Columbia received a placard with identification
characteristics for short-tailed albatross, laysan albatross, and black-footed albatross.

IPHC port samplers regularly collect logbook data from fishermen to determine gear speci-
fication, location, catch per skate, and fish ticket weight. The total poundage of halibut represented
in the seabird data queries was obtained by adding up fish ticket weights. The total number of
hooks fished was obtained by dividing total halibut fish ticket weight in an IPHC regulatory area by
the average halibut catch per unit effort (CPUE) in that area. CPUE is not calculated by month or
season and was not available for avoidance device types. In these cases, halibut pounds landed
substituted for halibut CPUE as an indicator of seabird bycatch rates.

In 1998, IPHC port samplers entered the data directly on spreadsheets during the season.
For 1999, however, all data will be entered by IPHC data-entry staff using a data-entry package
designed specifically for this purpose. High priority survey and fishery data take precedent over the
seabird data, which will be unavailable for analysis until some time in 2000. During 2000, we will
analyze the data in a manner similar to that of the 1998 data (Trumble and Geernaert 1999), and will
compare the 1999 results with the 1998 results.
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